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The State of Welfare for LGB Citizens 
Comparing European Welfare Regimes 
 
 
 
1. Introduction 
 
Since the emergence of the welfare state in Europe, the concept has fascinated numerous 
social scientists. Literature on the emergence and development of the welfare state is not 
hard to gather. However, as is the case with many scientific subjects, research becomes 
outdated while the world modernises. As Weeks (1998) points out, modernization is 
accompanied by a new type of ‘sexual citizen’. The ‘sexual citizen’ symbolizes the paradox of 
letting one’s sexual preferences become part of one’s public identity, while expecting the 
welfare state to take a neutral stance regarding one’s sexuality at the same time. In his 
article, Weeks (p. 37) already called for equal rights legislation, employment, parenting, 
social status and access to welfare. Weeks raises the question if welfare regimes indeed 
managed to secure these rights. A question that is still relevant today. 
The answer to this question is not only scientifically relevant, since it has not been 
researched thoroughly. The subject of minority rights within welfare also bears social 
relevance. Controversial as it may be, it has been argued that the LGB group is among the, if 
not the single, most discriminated group(s) globally (Jacques, 2014; Johnson, 2002). This 
particular thesis will revolve around rights within European welfare states for lesbian 
women, gay men and bisexual individuals (LGB). The main research is based on a 
comparative case selection and will involve two groups of welfare regimes.  
Firstly, current literature on the subject of LGB rights will be reviewed. This review 
will show whether there is indeed a gap in the literature surrounding LGB rights in European 
welfare states. The research question for this thesis will follow from the literature as well. 
Secondly, a discussion on theories surrounding LGB rights in welfare states will follow. 
Furthermore, important concepts derived from literature and from the research question 
will be defined. Six main areas of interest will follow from the theory and concepts. Thirdly, 
a description will be given of the research method, sources and indicators. After that, an 
explanation will be included on the process of choosing two cases for the comparative case 
study, namely Iceland and Switzerland. Lastly, the two cases will be researched and 
compared on the basis of the six main areas of concern, followed by a conclusion. 
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2. Literature Review 
 
The following literature review will discuss current literature on the subject of LGB rights 
and welfare. It will show a lack of research on the particular subject of LGB rights within 
European welfare states. A research question will derive from a gap in the literature.  
There has not been much research on the subject of LGB representation in European 
welfare policies. Even in the Journal of Homosexuality, among other related journals, there 
is little literature about this specific topic. Hildebrandt (2018, p. 1-2) calls for an extended 
focus on social policy, to fully understand the hardships faced by the LGB community across 
the globe. Jacques mentions how little research exists on same-sex sexuality in general as 
well (2014, p. 92). Crisp, Wayland and Gordon (2008) have written about older aged LGB 
individuals. They attribute a lack of knowledge about that particular group to the exclusion 
of LGB in national surveys and difficulty to recruit subjects for research about sexual 
orientation. Crisp, Wayland and Gordon also established a lack of funding for the latter (p. 
6). 
Despite the rarity of literature on LGB rights in European welfare states, there are 
some articles on welfare spending and the influence on lesbians, gays and bisexuals. Beckett 
(2015) has researched the way in which recent welfare cuts in the United Kingdom have 
affected the LGB in relation to non-LGB. The cuts that were investigated by Beckett are 
those that have an individual impact on LGB persons, cuts that have an impact on LGB 
related social agencies and cuts that regard general social services, but could lead to an 
impact on LGB services. Beckett concludes with a few considerations. Firstly, LGB individuals 
are impacted differently than non-LGB individuals, especially when it comes to housing 
issues. Secondly, Beckett describes a problem that sounds like the ‘sexual citizen’ dilemma. 
LGB individuals have to stay ‘inside the closet’ to claim benefits, while at the same time, 
they need to ‘come out of the closet’ to protect LGB related services (p. 39).  
Wilson (2013) has written a comprehensive book about the LGB movement in 
relation to the welfare state in Europe. However, Wilson has only covered different types of 
welfare regimes in short as Wilson mainly compares Europe as a whole with the United 
States. However, Wilson provides inspiration for the theoretical framework of this thesis. 
Generally, Wilson seems to be notably positive on the LGB friendliness of Europe, at least in 
comparison to the United States. Wilson attributes European successes on LGB rights to the 
guidance of the European Union and the role of Christianity in European welfare (for a more 
extensive discussion on Wilson, see part 3. ‘Theoretical Framework’). 
The following authors have covered the subject of LGB rights in welfare states, in 
part at least, but for regions outside of Europe. For example, Hildebrandt (2018) has written 
about heteronormative social policy in China. Hildebrandt attributes pressure on and 
discrimination of LGB individuals to traditional values and social policy. Even though 
Hildebrandt’s article does not focus on European social policy, Hildebrandt’s research shows 
the way in which social policy can negatively affect the LGB group. Another article 
specifically about the LGB community in a social context is written by Jacques (2014) on the 
situation in the African continent. However, the problems facing the LGB group in Africa are 
not caused by social policy alone, since being homosexual is illegal in most of the African 
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countries Jacques discusses. Her comments on heteronormativity are useful, but her 
coverage on social policy involving LGB, excluding criminalization, is very limited. 
Johnson’s article (2002) is about non-heterosexual discrimination in a broader sense, 
namely that of citizenship in general. She argues that it is heteronormativity that accounts 
for the undermining of social rights for lesbian women and gay men. In Johnson’s view, it is 
not only formal exclusion affecting this group, but the societal pressure to act as a 
heterosexual individual. The latter phenomenon Beckett names the politics of passing, not 
allowing lesbians and gays to exist in sexual sense. As Beckett (2015, p. 33) interprets 
Johnson, “claiming LGB identity means losing good citizen status”. 
Furthermore, Lind (2004) has written an article about LGBT that covers welfare rights 
well. Lind explains how heterosexist biases negatively affect the LGBT community in the 
United States. By limiting who can legally be a family and who cannot through marriage 
legislation, heterosexism has a negative effect on the LGBT community (Lind, 2004, p. 22). In 
the context of welfare policy, LGB individuals cannot always access the services that they 
need (p. 22). She has distinguished three ways in which social policy, at least in the United 
States, has targeted lesbians and gays (two of these explanations will be discussed later). 
As mentioned before, this article will focus on LGB rights in European welfare states. 
As is shown in the literature review, not much is written about this particular subject. 
However, there is no shortage of literature on the welfare state. Since Esping-Anderson first 
distinguished three different kinds of welfare capitalism, there have been numerous authors 
that made renewed classifications of welfare state regimes (Aspalter, 2011, p. 1).  
The aim of this thesis is to add to the literature on LGB rights in European welfare 
states by researching different European welfare state regimes. Instead of comparing 
separate countries with each other, the comparative study will focus on different groups of 
welfare state regime. This thesis will use the classification made by Aspalter (2017), since it 
is one of the most recent additions to literature on ideal-type welfare state regimes. 
The main research in this thesis will focus on comparing different types of European 
welfare states in relation to their LGB friendliness. The research question is as follows; 
which differences in LGB friendliness exist in European welfare state regimes? The next part 
will discuss the existing theory surrounding this question. 
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3. Theoretical Framework 
 
Gay men and lesbian women are sometimes deprived of rights that are perceived to be 
more suitable for heterosexual couples (Richardson, 2000 in Johnson, 2002, p. 320). Phelan 
(2001 in Johnson, 2002, p. 320) goes even further, stating “lesbians and gay men are not 
currently citizens in the full political sense”. Drawing from existing literature, Lind (2004) in 
particular, different possible theoretical explanations can be distinguished for the 
discrimination or marginalization of the LGB community in welfare policy. The first has to do 
with traditional values, including traditional religious values. The second more practical in 
nature and is based on traditional family values. Johnson (2002, p. 326) also questions if LGB 
are targeted for being lesbian, gay or bisexual or simply because they do not fit the 
heterosexual standard. Both explanations can be argued to cause heteronormativity or 
heterosexism, hence the focus of this research is based around these concepts. 
The first explanation for the possible disadvantage of LGB individuals in welfare 
states is heteronormativity caused by discrimination. Social policies target LGB individuals 
explicitly as ‘not normal’ by not granting them the same rights as non-LGB persons (Lind, 
2004, p. 25). This decision can be based on the thought that the LGB ‘lifestyle’ does not fit 
with traditional (religious) values. Based on a variety of research from other scholars, Perry 
and Whitehead (2015, p. 1724) made a profile of the person most likely to be opposed to 
same-sex intimacy. Among other characteristics, this person is more religious and more 
conservative. A well-known example of this theory is not legalizing gay marriage because it 
would grant the same marriage rights to same-sex couples as heterosexual couples have 
(Lind, 2004). Instead, some European countries only grant other forms of civil partnership or 
no legal options at all (Pew Research Centre, 2017). 
The second theoretical explanation revolves around heterosexism and purports that 
some European welfare regimes have a tendency to be based around traditional family 
values. This can lead to an implicit marginalization of LGB couples (Lind, 2004). For example, 
in the traditional male breadwinner model a man is supposed to provide an income and a 
woman is supposed to provide care for their children and older family members. A welfare 
regime might provide rights that come with marriage or tax cuts if the woman cares for her 
children and parents herself (instead of bringing them to day care or retirement homes). 
Couples that decide not to get married or to not have children miss out on welfare 
privileges. For LGB citizens, getting married or having children might not even be legal, 
causing a disadvantage in comparison with married couples. Without mentioning specific 
countries, Wilson (2013, p.90) acknowledges that most European countries rely on the 
traditional heterosexual family as primary caregivers. 
In this way or others same-sex couples, by not conforming to the heterosexual family 
standard, miss out on welfare advantages and feel discriminated or marginalized. It starts, 
according to Lind (2004, p. 28), with the way concepts like ‘family’ are defined by a 
government in a heterosexual way. On the importance of families in welfare reform, Cahill 
and Jones (2002 in Lind, 2004, p. 1) claim families are no less than fundamental. Welfare is 
about privileging particular families, while disadvantaging others. 
Wilson uses Esping-Andersen’s (1990) classification of welfare regimes to predict the 
outcome of her research on welfare in Europe. According to Wilson, the corporate or 
conservative welfare regime, including Austria, France, Germany and Italy, is most likely to 
create circumstances in which it gets easier to marginalize homosexuality. This follows from 
an emphasis on the family and church, since these are first to provide welfare. Women, in 
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their role as mothers and wives, are expected to provide care while men are at work (p. 25). 
In welfare states that have a historically close reliance on faith-based care providers, it is 
harder to challenge heteronormativity (p. 90). 
However, Wilson found that the Christian church is not the key factor in 
marginalizing the LGB community. If a state has anti-discrimination laws in place for the 
LGB, faith-based care providers tend to be held to these laws. However, in countries with 
homophobic policies, there is also a greater risk for LGB individuals to be marginalized by 
religious care providers (Wilson, 2013, p. 60-61). In this view, it is not the church, but 
national governments, that set the tone for LGB unfriendliness. 
Based on the theoretical explanations above, the following results are expected from 
this research. Firstly, there is a strong probability that there are differences in the effects of 
welfare policies on LGB citizens and couples, in comparison to heterosexual individuals. 
Secondly, based on theories and literature, it is expected that the countries with a 
traditional welfare regime will have a harder time allowing non-heterosexual married 
families to have equal rights. Therefore, these countries are expected to provide less rights 
to the LGB community on areas surrounding the welfare state than countries with cultures 
that consider traditional values less important within the welfare state. Derived from the 
theoretical explanations discussed above, traditional welfare state regimes are expected to 
have a tendency towards heteronormativity (the first theoretical explanation) and/or 
heterosexist (the second theoretical explanation). Lastly, the role of religious involvement in 
disadvantaging LGB rights is expected to be present, but not leading in the drawing of 
policies by governments. 
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4. Conceptualisation  
 
As mentioned before, the research question for this thesis is: which differences in LGB 
friendliness exist in European welfare state regimes? To answer this question, several 
concepts need to be explained. Firstly, the research question mentions LGB individuals as 
the subject of this thesis. A brief discussion will follow explaining the choice to leave other 
members of the LGBTQA+ movement out of this research. Secondly, an explanation will be 
given about what is meant by LGB ‘friendly’. Lastly, the concept of European welfare states 
will be defined more clearly. 
The thesis will focus on gay men, lesbian women and bisexual men and women 
(LGB), but this is by no means a normative stance. Among other authors, Wilson (2013) and 
Crisp, Wayland and Gordon (2008) chose to focus their research on these three groups as 
well. Crips, Wayland and Gordon (p. 6) do explicitly acknowledge the hardships faced by 
transgenders, but agree with Wilson (2013) that there is not enough literature and research 
on transgender rights to make it possible to include transgenders in their article. 
There is need for more research specifically on transgender adults, but this does not 
fall within the capabilities of this thesis. Furthermore, the LGB and transgender people are 
not as closely related in comparison to lesbians, gays and bisexuals to each other. Lesbian, 
gay and bisexual describe a sexual orientation, whereas transgender concerns an 
individual’s gender or sex. However, this is not to say that they do not partly face the same 
problems or that lesbian women, gay men and bisexual individuals are one and the same. 
The choice to use ‘friendly’ as a way to define formal recognition of the LGB 
community within European welfare states, follows from Wilson’s book (2013). The term 
‘friendly’ is derived from feminist literature, where it is often used to describe a situation 
that takes into account women’s needs and interests. Furthermore, the word ‘friendly’ 
offers the right tone by describing an act that is considerate, but might not be fully 
accepting. At the same time, ‘friendly’ does sound like more than just ‘tolerating’. It implies, 
at the least, some effort to include LGB concerns in policies. (Wilson, 2013, p. 6-7). To 
summarize, ‘friendly’, in the context of this thesis, means to acknowledge LGB concerns and 
to include them in social policies. 
In contrast to the apparent lack of primary research on the subject, in European 
context at least, there is no shortage of indicators for LGB unfriendliness. Among what Lind 
calls ‘heterosexual privileges’ (in the United States) are insurance and health benefits, rights 
involving adoption, having children and marriage and non-discrimination rights in the work 
environment (2004, p. 23). Johnson lists a few civil rights where LGB people could have 
problems, influenced by heterosexuality. These are issues surrounding general welfare, 
pensions, adoption and fostering, wills and medical related subjects (2002, p. 318). 
According to Beckett (p. 30) there is in fact evidence of poorer treatment of LGB people on 
matters of housing, criminal justice and health services (Hunt & Dick, 2008 in Beckett, 2015). 
To summarize, important policy areas to watch are general discrimination, family rights, 
health care, housing and work and pensions. Because education is also a key part of welfare 
states, the six main areas of interest will also include education. 
European welfare states have come about for multiple reasons, which are not 
relevant here, but all have some things in common. They all aim to provide a general safety 
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net from poverty, for example poverty following from sickness, deaths of relatives, 
unemployment or low income. This safety net is formed by an interaction between 
institutions like the state, the (free) market and the family (Kersbergen, p. 53). The growing 
of the welfare state over the years has generally involved increasing areas of social policy. 
These include different types care provisions, education and housing (Britannica Academic). 
For the research in this thesis, the welfare state is conceptualized as all policies and 
legislation that influences the social or economic well-being of its citizens. 
The welfare state regimes, as classified by Aspalter, that will be compared in this 
thesis are the ideal-typical Social Democratic Welfare State Regime (SDWSR) and the 
Christian Democratic Welfare State Regime (CDWSR). SDWSR are found in Scandinavia, 
while the CDWSR is found across continental Europe. The SDWSR and the CDWSR differ on 
aspects that are relevant to this research. Namely, their type of social rights and the amount 
of emphasis on family and individualism. 
The Social Democratic Welfare State Regime has universal social rights, a weak 
emphasis on the family and a strong emphasis on the individual. This group consists of the 
following countries: Sweden, Norway, Finland, Denmark and Iceland (Aspalter, 2017, p. 21). 
This regime will be compared with the Christian Democratic Welfare State Regime that has 
performative social rights, a strong emphasis on the family and a weak emphasis on the 
individual. The CDWSR includes: Germany, Austria, the Netherlands, Belgium, France, 
Switzerland, Portugal, Spain, Italy, Poland, Czech Republic, Hungary and Slovenia. See the 
table below for an overview of the mentioned characterises for both types of welfare 
regimes.  
 
Source: Aspalter (2017). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Type of social 
rights 
Emphasis on 
the family 
Emphasis on 
the 
individual 
Social Democratic Welfare State Regime 
(including Iceland) 
Universal social 
rights 
Weak Strong 
Christian Democratic Welfare State 
Regime (including Switserland) 
Performative 
social rights 
Strong Weak 
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5. Research Method and Indicators for Research 
 
To find out whether different European welfare state regimes have different levels of LGB 
friendliness, this thesis will consist of a comparative case study. This study consists of two 
case studies, in which each case will be taken from a different type of welfare regime. Both 
cases will be researched on laws and policies they have in place, regarding LGB rights and 
the welfare state. Thus, for this thesis, there will be a focus on written laws and policies. 
However, to create an extra layer of reliability to the research, non-governmental 
written reports form an essential addition to the sources. These include reviews of national 
policies by the European Union, critical reports of LGB organisations and articles from 
scientific journals. The process of choosing two cases will be explained later, the research 
method and sources will be discussed first. 
 In contrast to literature on the specific subject of LGB friendliness in different 
European welfare state regimes, there are comprehensive reports available with content 
analyses of Icelandic and Swiss legislation. For both countries, the most important and 
complete research is conducted by the Danish Institute of Human Rights (COWI) and were 
commissioned by the European Council in 2010. The COWI reports consist of two articles 
per country, a legal report and a social report, specifically on homophobia and 
discrimination based on sexual orientation (as well as transphobia and discrimination on the 
grounds of gender). These reports, in addition research from other institutions and 
governments, form the basis of the comparison between Iceland and Switzerland. 
As mentioned, the COWI reports form a proper basis for this research. However, as 
the reports were published in 2010, there are not published recently enough to ensure that 
the reports are still up to date. Therefore, primary research of current legislation will be 
conducted for this thesis to provide a check on the COWI reports. A content analysis 
provides the best way to look at the content of written policies in a qualitative way. The 
research will be conducted on written sources, all of which are digital. National laws and 
policies, translated to English, are available on the websites of both cases, Iceland and 
Switzerland. In analysing the documents, a particular emphasis will lay on the six main areas 
of interests, which were established earlier. These are general discrimination, family rights, 
health care, education, housing and work and pensions.  
Policy areas are divided in categories on both websites. For both cases, the content 
analysis will only include legislation that fall into relevant categories for this research. In the 
case of Iceland, the relevant categories are: life and health, labour market and employment, 
social welfare and families, education, law and order, housing, public safety and security, 
social security and pensions, personal law, and, lastly, human rights and equality. In the case 
of Switserland, the relevant categories are: state, people and authorities, private law, 
criminal law, education and, lastly, health, employment and social security. 
For each of the areas of interest (general discrimination, family rights, health care, 
education, housing and work and pensions) a few key words are established to provide a 
focus in reading the legislature. The key words to search for information about general 
discrimination include ‘discriminate’ and ‘decline’. For the category of family rights key 
words include ‘spouse’ or ‘marriage’. Key words for the main areas of health care, education 
and housing include ‘discriminate’ and the names of the welfare categories. For the last 
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category of work and pensions key words include ‘applicant’ and the synonyms for ‘job’ and 
‘pensions’. 
All acts are judged on (1) the way they affect LGB citizens in comparison to non-LGB 
persons and (2) if the distinction is positive or negative. If there is no distinction and an act 
has the same effect on LGB as well as non-LGB citizens, an act is deemed as ‘positive’. If 
there is a difference in the way an act affects LGB citizens, an act is only labelled ‘negative’ if 
it disadvantages LGB individuals. If an act prescribes, for example, some form of positive 
discrimination of LGB persons, the act is labelled as ‘positive’. The labels ‘positive’ and 
‘negative’ provide a useful tool to help determine if an act is ‘friendly’ or ‘unfriendly’. 
However, as is discussed earlier, the term ‘friendly’ implies more than mere tolerance or the 
absence of discrimination. Therefore, if an act does not discriminate explicitly against LGB 
citizens, but does not protect them either, it can still be labelled as ‘unfriendly’.  
The full data set of the primary research is attached as the first appendix. Note that 
this appendix does not provide a full overview of all acts included in the legislation of 
Iceland and Switzerland. Only acts in relevant categories to this research were reviewed and 
only acts deemed interesting in relation to this thesis are included in the appendix. Lastly, it 
is noteworthy that it lies in the expectations that within this research, a distinction could be 
present between the content of policies on paper and the way in which they are executed of 
monitored. To be able to answer the research question profoundly and provide an 
encompassing perspective on the situation, it is important to look at the execution of policy 
as well. Unfortunately,  that is beyond the scope of this thesis.  
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6. Case Selection 
 
As mentioned before, the research presented in this thesis consists of a comparative case 
study between two cases. Both cases will be representative for two welfare regimes 
distinguished by Aspalter (2017), namely the SDWSR and the CDWSR. To prevent self-
fulfilling prophecies, the cases for this comparative case study are chosen from a group that 
score moderately well on LGB rights in general.  
For example, when a country that seems LGB unfriendly and is expected to have 
heterosexual welfare policy in place, it will be no surprise if this research confirms these 
expectations. In contrast, a country that is known for being LGB friendly and is evidently 
that, will make for a less meaningful research. The LGB friendly country is likely to get very 
positive result in LGB friendliness, but cannot be generalized to seemingly less LGB-friendly 
welfare states. 
A ranking of European countries in regard to their LGB(T) friendliness is provided by 
the European Region of the International Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Trans and Intersex 
Association (ILGA Europe). The ILGA Rainbow Ranking gives a very extensive overview of all 
49 European countries. All countries are rated on a large amount of indicators divided in six 
categories. These categories are equality and non-discrimination, family, hate crime and 
hate speech, legal gender recognition and bodily integrity, civil society space and asylum. 
For the full data set and ranking, see appendix II and IV. 
It is important to note that the Rainbow Rating does not measure the same variables 
as this research. The two researches differ on two important grounds. For one, the Rainbow 
rating also takes transgender rights into account, while this research exclusively focusses on 
lesbian women, gay men and bisexual individuals. Secondly, the scores per country in 
Rainbow Rating are composed of different areas, which concern a broader range of factors 
than this research. For this research, the focus lies only on areas that form part of the 
welfare state, namely: general discrimination, family rights, health care, education, housing 
and pensions. The Rainbow Rating provides a proper basis on general LGB(T) rights, but it is 
not expected that this research will provide equal country scores as the Rainbow Rating. 
Every country in the Rainbow Rating is given a score between 0% (gross violation of 
rights) and 100% (full equality) (ILGA Europe, 2018). Every country scoring 50% or higher is 
marked green, countries scoring between 25.0% and 49.9% are labelled yellow and scores of 
24.9% and lower are coloured red. For our case selection, we focus on the moderate scored 
or yellow countries. The final decision for the two cases consists of comparing the ‘yellow 
group’ with the countries functioning under the Democratic Welfare State Regime and the 
Christian Democratic Welfare State Regime. For the first group, the only country that 
appears in the ‘yellow group’, as well as the first welfare state regime is Iceland. For the 
second welfare state regime, the countries that overlap with the ‘yellow group’ are 
Switzerland, Italy, the Czech Republic, Slovenia and Hungary. 
Since it seems that traditional family values are an important variable in researching 
and comparing two cases, the score in the ‘family’ category will help determine the final 
choice in cases. Iceland scores 89% in this category. Switzerland, Italy, the Czech Republic, 
Slovenia and Hungary all have a strikingly lower score in the ‘family’ category. Since 
Switzerland and Slovenia score highest, both with a score of 56%, and Switzerland is more 
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accessible in English, Switzerland will be the second case. For the full rating based on family 
rights, see appendix III. 
The next part of this thesis will consist of the main research. Both cases will be 
discussed on the issues of general discrimination, family rights, health care, education, 
housing and work related issues. Starting with Iceland and finishing with Switzerland. After 
that, a comparison is made, followed by the conclusion of this thesis. 
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6.1   Case I: Iceland 
 
As the Rainbow Europe score of 47,22% suggests, Iceland is doing moderately well on LGB 
friendliness. However, Iceland has been named the least homophobic country in an OECD 
study conducted in 2017 (ILGA Europe, 2018). Despite this achievement, ILGA Europe still 
believes there are considerable gaps in Iceland’s laws to protect the LGB community. In the 
next part welfare areas will be discussed in more detail. Derived from the literature, these 
are general discrimination, family rights, health care, education, housing and pensions. 
Discrimination   The Icelandic constitution forbids discrimination on the basis 
of factors including gender and race, but sexual orientation is not mentioned explicitly 
(European Commission, 2017, p. 8). It could be argued that this is a subset of the category  
‘other factors’, which does get mentioned (COWI, 2010a, p. 9). 
In over one hundred analysed national laws found on the website of the 
Government Offices of Iceland, only one act, the Compulsory School Act (2008), contained a 
non-discriminatory clause. Sexual orientation was in fact included in this document 
regarding education. In all other documents, there were no non-discriminatory regarding 
sexual orientation, but also none regarding other groups. Icelandic anti-discrimination law is 
not comprehensive or complete, but there are amendments made to create a legal stance 
against discrimination on sexual orientation (European Commission, 2017, p. 8). 
Family Rights   An important factor regarding gay rights in Iceland is the legalization 
of gay marriage. Icelandic same-sex couples are allowed to marry and, therefore, hold the 
same exact marriage rights as heterosexual couples (European Commission, 2017, p. 54). 
Based on primary research and the COWI report (2010a), each law that speaks of spouses or 
relatives does indeed define these terms as married partners. This means not only that 
same-sex married couples enjoy useful rights in health care, but also on pensions, adoption, 
housing, taxing, unemployment benefits and social security in general (COWI, 2010a, p. 6). 
For example, same-sex couples hold the same rights as heterosexual couples when it comes 
to adoption. Single women and lesbian couples are also able to use insemination (COWI, 
2010b, p. 7). Some even argue alternative families (non-heterosexual couples) have a 
protected status in comparison to traditional families in Iceland (COWI, 2010a, p. 15). 
Health Care   The Healthcare Practitioners Act (2012) states that ‘practitioners have 
the right to decline care to individuals on religious or other ideological grounds.’ This leaves 
room for health care providers to speak out against being gay from a position of authority, 
but also to make a LGB patient uncomfortable during medical treatment. Furthermore, gay 
and bisexual men are not permitted to give blood as a donor (COWI, 2010b, p. 3; Bloodbank 
Iceland, 2017). In contrast, another law ensures equal treatment in health care, regardless 
of sexual orientation (COWI, 2010a, p. 7). In general, there are no exceptions on health care 
or social security rights on the basis of sexual orientation (European Commission, 2017, p. 
9). 
Education   Two acts on education could also be argued to leave room for 
discrimination in the classroom. The Preschool Act (2008) and the Upper Secondary School 
Act (2008) both describe a teacher’s job as teaching children what is moral and to guide 
them in their personal development. These terms are quite vague and since the exploring of 
one’s sexuality is strictly personal, one could argue one’s sexual development is not one that 
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should be meddled with. There is policy in place to prescribe sexual education aimed at 
children’s personal development, but it is left up to individual teachers and school boards to 
fill in in which way this subject is discussed (COWI, 2010a, p. 22).  According to another 
COWI report from the same year (2010b, p. 3), there is a lack of coverage of LGBT issues in 
the official curriculum (note that this statement entails not only the LGB community). 
Schools should aim to include all children, including children with an alternative sexual 
orientation (European Commission, 2017, p. 9). Most universities in Iceland have adopted 
anti-discrimination policies based on multiple factors, including sexual orientation 
(European Commission, 2017, p. 49). 
Housing   Most forms of housing in Iceland are privately run. For the law, all 
couples share the same rights (COWI, 2010a, p. 7). However, it is notable that there no non-
discriminatory policy in granting renters a home, but this also extends to the rest of the 
Icelandic people. The denial of goods and services on the basis of sexual orientation is 
forbidden in the penal code (COWI, 2010a, p. 7; (European Commission, 2017, p. 36). It is 
not clear if ‘goods and services’ also includes housing (European Commission, 2017, p. 52). 
Work & Pensions  Discrimination on the basis of sexual orientation within workforces of 
private companies is not insured, but there is a law that forbids discrimination in general 
(COWI, 2010a, p. 24, European Commission, 2017, p. 7). In public administration settings, 
case law has ordered discrimination based on sexual orientation forbidden (COWI, 2010a, p. 
24). As mentioned before, married same-sex couples hold the same rights regarding 
pensions in the case that one partner dies. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The State of Welfare for LGB Citizens          Sammie Koning 
17 
 
6.2    Case II: Switzerland 
 
Switzerland scores 56% in the Rainbow rating from ILGA Europe, which does not portray 
Switzerland as an exceptionally LGB friendly country. However, according to ILGA Europe, 
Switzerland is slowly progressing. Discussions surrounding LGB rights have been started in 
2017. Furthermore, plans to reduce discrimination and a move to full legalization of 
marriage are to be made in a time frame of a few years. 
Discrimination  The Swiss constitution does not mention sexual orientation 
explicitly as a forbidden ground for discrimination. The constitution does mention ‘way of 
life’, which is understood to cover the LGB community (COWI, 2010d, p. 7-8). Questions 
could be raised about the term ‘way of life’ (or ‘lifestyle’, for that matter) to describe LGB 
individuals, as being LGB is first and foremost a biological characteristic. 
Family Rights  Same-sex couples in Switzerland are not allowed to marry, but are 
able to register a civil partnership. The right to registered partnership is held exclusively by 
same-sex couples, while marriage is exclusively for heterosexual couples (COWI, 2010c, p. 
9). A registered partnership holds not all rights that a marriage holds, but rights for 
registered partners do include equality on taxation and social security benefits. 
Before a same-sex couple decides to get married, the first difference with 
heterosexual couples becomes clear. Namely, that same-sex couples can not officially get 
engaged. For heterosexual couples, the period of engagement carries financial rights in the 
case that one of the partners dies while engaged (COWI, 2010d, p. 14). The two types of civil 
union differ further on rights relating to adopting or having children, family reunion and 
sharing the same last name (Kaczorowski, 2015, p. 4). Furthermore, the legal difference 
between both forms of civil unification causes fear of social stigmatization (COWI, 2010c, p. 
10). 
It is currently legal for one partner of a same-sex couple to adopt a child that is 
related to his or her partner. However, it not possible for a same-sex couple to adopt a child 
that is not related to one of the partners (United States Department on State, 2016, p. 24). 
For married couples, it is legal to let one of the partners adopt a child from the other 
partner after five years of marriage (COWI, 2010d, p. 15). Furthermore, assisted 
reproduction for couples is permitted only for married couples. However, insemination, for 
example by lesbian women, is officially illegal (COWI, 2010c, p. 11; COWI, 2010d, p. 15). 
Another difference between married couples and registered partners has to do with 
family reunification. A foreigner married to a Swiss has to right to Swiss citizenship, while a 
foreigner in a registered partnership with a Swiss is permitted residence, but not citizenship 
(COWI, 2010c, p. 10). As mentioned before, same-sex couples also do not hold the right to 
carry the same last name (as a result of civil partnership), while married couples do (COWI, 
2010d, p. 14).  
A second difference regarding the actual unification is in regard to marital property. 
When entering in a registered partnership, it is automatically assumed the civil union occurs 
with separation of goods. For heterosexual couples getting married, the marriage is 
automatically carried out without separation of goods. While partners in both kind of civil 
unions can alter the system of marital property for themselves, there are more different 
legal options available for heterosexual couples (COWI, 2010d, p. 14). 
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Also, one partner in a registered partnership can end the relation officially after one 
year of separation (living in different households), while married couples can only divorce 
after two years of living apart (COWI, 2010d, p. 14). It is not clear why this difference exists 
and if it disadvantages LGB couples or heterosexual couples. After ending a civil partnership 
the right of maintenance is different than for married couples. According to a report from 
the European Commission (2010d, p. 14), this results in less cases of maintaining an ex-
partner for same-sex couples than for heterosexual couples. 
In other areas, rights of registered partners are the same as for married couples. 
These include taxing, protection of the home and hereditary and provision rights (COWI, 
2010d, p. 14). For non-married couples all rights are the same, so sexual orientation does 
not matter for cohabitational couples (COWI, 2010d, p. 14). The law on privacy includes the 
right to live as a same-sex couples (COWI, 2010d, p. 8). Legal obligations also seem to be the 
same for registered partners as for married couples. Partners in both kinds of civil unions 
have the obligation to care for their partner’s children (COWI, 2010d, p. 15) and to provide 
clarity on their finances (COWI, 2010d, p. 14). 
Health Care  LGB patients are protected by law from discrimination based on their 
sexual orientation. This protection applies to both public and private health care providers 
(COWI, 2010d, p. 27). However,  gay men are not allowed to donate blood in Switzerland 
(COWI, 2010c, p. 15). The federal government does provide funds to raise awareness on HIV 
through sexual activity within the gay community (COWI, 2010c, p. 15)., even though it does 
not provide funds for LGB organisations in general (COWI, 2010d, p. 9). 
As from 2013, every individual is allowed to choose a ‘next of kin’. The ‘next of kin’ 
can make decisions regarding health care for a person who is unable to themselves. There 
are no stipulations in choosing a ‘next of kin’ (COWI, 2010d, p. 30) and the ‘next of kin’ does 
not have to be a spouse or relative. Therefore there are no differences between 
heterosexuals or LGB individuals. 
Education  As all 26 cantons in Switzerland determine their own curriculum for 
primary education, there is no federal policy on school curricula. In 2010, only four cantons 
included LGB information in their curriculum for secondary schools (COWI, 2010c, p. 14). At 
university level, it is left up to a teacher to decide whether or not to discuss LGB issues 
(apart from gender studies) (COWI, 2010c, p. 14). School staff, teachers and students are 
protected by law against discrimination, dismissal or being disadvantaged due to their 
sexual orientation (COWI, 2010d, p. 23). 
Housing   Despite the fact that most Swiss people live in privately 
operated housing, there seems to be no problem for the LGB community in obtaining a 
house. The LGB community is protected from formal discrimination by law (COWI, 2010c, p. 
15; (COWI, 2010d, p. 26). 
Work & Pensions   Protection from discrimination for LGB people is secured in the 
Swiss constitution as well as federal law (COWI, 2010c, p. 14). Openly gay persons are 
officially allowed in the military (COWI, 2010c, p. 14). Swiss citizens are not obligated to 
answer personal questions during job interviews. This included questions about their sexual 
orientation. However, a company may ask and judge an LGB individual when the company 
disapproves of homosexuality (COWI, 2010d, p. 24). 
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In the case of one partner’s death, the other partner is always recognized as a widow(er). 
This goes for marriages as well as for registered partnerships (COWI, 2010d, p. 21). Rights 
surrounding pensions are equal in both kinds of civil unions, but are different for widows 
and widowers. Both are entitled to their late partner’s pensions under the condition that 
the civil union lasted for at least five years and the widow/widower is 45 years or older. 
However, widowers have to satisfy a third condition that states the couple has to have had 
children (COWI, 2010d, p. 21). 
Legislators decided on the third condition because of the conception that couples 
consisting of two males do not have children and each make a living, while a heterosexual 
woman probably has children and does not own a living, because she is a housewife. 
Therefore, heterosexual women deserve financial protection in case their husband dies. This 
disadvantages gay couples with one working partner and no children (COWI, 2010d, p. 21). 
Switzerland has a system of educational and care credits in place. This contains that 
a person who does not have a paid job, but takes care of their own children or family 
members earns care (when caring for a family member) or educational (when caring for a 
child) credits. These credits equal paid work time in the sense that the credits build up 
pension for the carer. In the case of care credits, partners in same-sex registered 
partnerships hold the same rights as one part of a married couple. However, the educational 
credits can only be earned by married persons. Even when a partner in a registered 
partnership provides parental care, he or she does not build up extra pension (COWI, 2010d, 
p. 21). 
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7. Case Comparison 
 
The next part will focus on comparing Iceland and Switzerland on the basis of the key areas 
in social policy. After that, the discussion will be broadened to a comparison between the 
two welfare regimes Iceland and Switzerland belong to respectively.  
Discrimination  On general discrimination, both Iceland and Switzerland lack 
comprehensive legislation to protect the LGB community. It seems that in Iceland this lack 
of protection is not aimed at LGB individuals, but entails a lack of anti-discrimination for 
other groups as well. In Switzerland, the conclusion could be drawn that the LGB community 
is not as well represented as other groups. Whether this is intentional heterosexism or a 
form of heteronormativity is not clear. In the case of the latter, the theory suggests 
Switzerland has not yet fully come to terms with the interests of the LGB community, but 
will, in time, work at integrating LGB rights in their legislation more explicitly. 
Family Rights  Within the issue of family rights lie the most important differences 
between Iceland and Switzerland. Since marriage rights for same-sex couples are aligned 
with marriage rights for heterosexual couples,  there is virtually no difference in all social 
rights that follow from a marriage. Not only does marriage allow for a sense of recognition 
and general equality, but it also provides practical social rights to same-sex couples. These 
rights flow through to areas like health care, adoption, taxing and general social security. 
In the case of Switzerland, family rights are also an important issue. However, not in 
the same way as it is for Iceland. Family rights and marriage are the issue where most 
differences occur between LGB and heterosexual couples and individuals. As is discussed, 
same-sex couples cannot get engaged of married. Instead, they can get a registered 
partnership. While a registered partnership provides equal rights in some areas, there are 
some significant differences compared to marriage. These differences regard areas like 
adoption and insemination and financial gains to do with pensions (these will be discussed 
later on). 
Health care  Regarding health care, there are no large disadvantages for LGB 
patients. In the part on Iceland, a law was mentioned involving a health practitioner’s rights 
to decline service to an LGB individual based on the practitioner’s religious beliefs. However, 
as will be discussed further on, religion does not play a large factor in LGB rights in Iceland. 
The Swiss health care system seems non-discriminatory as well. Allowing all citizens 
a free choice for their ‘next of kin’ creates an equality between married an unmarried 
couples, since the ‘next of kin’ is not automatically a spouse. 
It is noteworthy that in both Iceland as Switzerland, gay men are not allowed to 
donate blood to a blood bank. Seen as this prohibition is based exclusively on sexual 
orientation and not on the health of the blood donor, it is a discriminatory measure. 
Education  In Iceland as well as in Switzerland, schools possess the freedom to 
include, or not include, LGB issues in their curricula. If a teacher discusses LGB issues in the 
classroom, the teacher can choose the manner and extent of the discussion. Switzerland 
does explicitly protect LGB students and teachers against discrimination, while in Iceland, 
anti-discriminatory policy is lacking. But, as discussed before, the lack of policy against 
discrimination also concerns other groups than the LGB community. 
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Housing  In both cases housing is mostly private run. While Iceland lacks 
legislation that explicitly protects renters, including other groups than the LGB, Switzerland 
does explicitly protect LGB renters against discrimination. 
Work & Pensions Generally, both Iceland and Switzerland protect LGB employees 
against discrimination in the workplace. However, Switzerland grants religious and other 
organisations the right to decline an applicant on the basis of sexual orientation. On 
pensions, the two countries differ greatly and this has to do with marriage rights. In Iceland, 
same-sex couples that are married enjoy the same rights as heterosexual married couples in 
regard to pensions. However, in Switzerland, a few great differences exist. 
Firstly, the difference between pension rights for widows and widowers disadvantages male 
same-sex couples without children greatly. Secondly, the education credit system only 
applies to married couples and therefore disadvantages same-sex couples who cannot get 
married. These two issues concern the welfare of an alternative family in a very direct 
manner. 
To summarize, while Iceland does not have comprehensive anti-discrimination 
legislation, this does not fall unequally on LGB individuals. Because of the legalization of 
marriage for same-sex couples, LGB couples enjoy equal rights regarding social welfare. In 
Switzerland the situation almost seems exactly opposite to Iceland. Swiss LGB citizens are 
protected by law against most types of general discrimination within welfare areas, but 
some discrimination is caused by state policies. Most of the discrimination against LGB 
individuals and couples has to do with the unavailability of equal marriage rights. According 
to primary research and literature, Switzerland is lagging behind on LGB rights, especially in 
relation to the Nordic European countries (Kaczorowski, 2015, p. 1). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The State of Welfare for LGB Citizens          Sammie Koning 
22 
 
8. Conclusion 
 
In relation to the main theoretical expectation, it seems that family rights are indeed 
decisive for the welfare of the LGB community. It would seem that the lack of family rights 
in Switzerland is not incidental, since LGB rights are part of political and societal discussion. 
Examples of this can be found in laws that explicitly protect LGB individuals against 
discrimination. This situation fits the second possible explanation discussed earlier. It states 
that LGB rights are marginalized within welfare regimes that have a strong focus on family 
values, like the CDWSR group has. 
As has become clear, the difference between the two kinds of civil unions can make 
a considerable difference for LGB welfare. Interestingly enough, within the yellow rated 
group from the Rainbow Rating, Iceland (the only country from the SDWSR) allows gay 
marriage, while all of the countries in the yellow category from the CDWSR group do not. 
They do, however, all allow some form of same-sex civil partnerships (Pew Research Centre, 
2017). 
Based on secondary sources, religion does not play a great role in deciding on LGB 
rights. This conclusion does fit with the conclusion by Wilson (2013), as discussed earlier. 
Even though the majority of Icelandic people belong to the Evangelical Lutheran Church 
(European Commission, 2017, p. 6), the church in general does not oppose gay marriage, for 
example. The National Church Congress even decided to bar priests from refusing to marry 
same-sex couples in 2015 (European Commission, 2017, p. 6). 
In Switzerland as well, religious groups are not loudly or violently demonstrating gay 
rights, although the majority of religious people is against homosexuality. It could well be 
that these figures do not represent the Parish Councils, which are known to be more 
tolerating of homosexuality (COWI, 2010c, p. 6). It could be concluded from available 
literature that religious opposition to gay rights is present in a higher degree, which does fit 
the theoretical expectations set for the two different types of welfare regimes. But, overall, 
religion does not play a significant role in diminishing LGB rights. 
To conclude, traditional family values and marriage are an important factor in the 
amount of LGB rights within a welfare regime. Since countries within the Christian 
Democratic Welfare State Regime group share the emphasis on family, this group as a whole 
is expected to score lower on marriage rights and family rights than the Social Democratic 
Welfare State Regime. Iceland, on the other hand, is rated lowest out of the SDWSR group in 
the Rainbow Rating and has shown to do well on family and marriage rights. Therefore, it is 
expected that other countries classified as SDWSR score highly on these categories as well. 
As Switzerland is rated moderately in the Rainbow Rating compared to other 
countries from the CDWSR group and there are in fact other countries within the CDWSR 
group that score highly on family rights in the Rainbow Rating, it would be interesting to see 
where these differences in granting family and marriage rights within this group come from. 
Interesting countries to research, from the CDWSR group, would be the Netherlands, which 
scores 100% on family rights, and Poland, which scores only 7,4% on family rights in the 
ILGA Rainbow Rating. More importantly, further research is needed to fully understand the 
factors that influence the amount of welfare related rights for the LGB community. Family 
values do play a role, but it is not clear to what extent and why.  
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Appendix I: Primary research, results and indicators
 
 
No. Case Document 
Area of welfare 
state 
1 Iceland Adoption Act Children 
2 Iceland Children Act Children 
3 Iceland Act on public higher education institutions Education 
4 Iceland 
Act on the education and recruitment of teachers and administrators of preschools, compulsory 
schools and upper secondary schools Education 
5 Iceland Compulsory School Act Education 
6 Iceland Preschool Act Education 
7 Iceland Upper Secondary Education Act Education 
8 Iceland 
Act on Counselling and Education regarding Sex and Childbirth and on Abortion and Sterilisation 
Procedures, Education 
9 Iceland Medical Director of Health and Public Health Act Health 
10 Iceland Act on Health Insurance Health 
11 Iceland Act on Patient Insurance Health 
12 Iceland Health Service Act Health 
13 Iceland Healthcare Practitioners Act Health 
14 Iceland Patients’ Rights Act Health 
15 Iceland Patients’ Rights Act Health 
16 Iceland Act on Health Security and Communicable Diseases, Health 
17 Iceland Housing Act, No. 44/1998, Housing 
18 Iceland Housing Cooperatives Act, Housing 
19 Iceland Rent Act, No. 36/1994 Housing 
20 Iceland Inheritence Act Money 
21 Iceland Act on Mandatory Pension Insurance and on the Activities of Pension Funds Pensions 
22 Iceland The Social Security Act Pensions 
23 Iceland Unemployment Insurance Act Poverty 
24 Iceland Social Assistance Act Social 
25 Iceland The Municipalities’ Social Services Act Social 
26 Iceland Act on Maternity/Paternity Leave and Parental Leave Work 
27 Iceland Act on payments to parents of chronically ill or severely disabled children Work 
28 Iceland Act on the Free Right to Employment and Residence within the European Economic Area Work 
29 Iceland Act on Working Environment, Health and Safety in Workplaces Work 
30 Iceland Foreign Nationals’ Right to Work Act Work 
31 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 21 A. Personality in General Family 
32 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, multiple articles Family 
33 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 165 E. Maintenance of the Family Family 
34 Switzerland 
Swiss Civil Code, art. 265 A. Adoption by a single person 
Family 
35 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 264 A. Adoption of a step-child Family 
36 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 262 B. Surviving spouses or registered partners Family 
37 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 470 A. Disposable part/scope of testamentary powers Family 
38 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, 612 C. Allocation of the home and household effects to the surviving spouse Family 
39 Switzerland Federal Act on the Amendment of the Swiss Civil Code, art. 134 G. Time limits Family 
40 Switzerland Federal Act on the Amendment of the Swiss Civil Code, art. 494 A. III. Spouse's consent Family 
41 Switzerland Federal Act on Medically Assisted Reproduction Family 
42 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 89 C. Betrothal Family 
43 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 267 C. Effect Family 
44 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 374 A. Requirements for and extent of the right to act as representative Family 
45 Switzerland Swiss Civil Procedure Code, art. 24 Applications and actions in registered partnership matters Family 
46 Switzerland Swiss Civil Procedure Code, art. 28 no name Family 
47 Switzerland Swiss Civil Procedure Code, art. 28 no name Family 
48 Switzerland Swiss Civil Code, art. 378 B. The representative Health 
49 Switzerland Federal Act on the Amendment of the Swiss Civil Code, art. 266 End of lease Housing 
50 Switzerland Swiss Civil Procedure Code, art. 165 Absolute right to refuse Law 
51 Switzerland Federal Act on the Amendment of the Swiss Civil Code, art. 331 D. Employee benefits provision Work 
52 Switzerland 
Federal Act on the Amendment of the Swiss Civil Code, art. 338 G. End of the employment 
relationship Work 
53 Switzerland 
Federal Act on the Amendment of the Swiss Civil Code, art. 339 G. End of the employment 
relationship Work 
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Appendix I: Primary research, results and indicators (continued) 
Does the act affect 
differntiate between 
LGB and non-LGB? In what way? 
Is the act 
friendly 
overall? Comment 
No Positive Yes "Marriage" is non-heterosexually defined 
Yes Positive Yes Lesbian couples explicitly mentioned, non-discriminatory clausula (any type) 
No Positive No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
No Positive No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
No Positive Yes Sexual orientation included in non-discrimination clausula 
No Positive Yes "Personal development" is a vague concept 
No Positive Yes "Personal development" is a vague concept 
Yes Negative No No mention of homosexualism, but also none of heterosexualism specifically 
No Positive No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
No Positive No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
No Positive No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
No Positive No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
Yes Negative No Practitioners have the right to decline service on religion or other  
No Positive Yes "Relative" is non-heterosexually defined 
Yes Negative No Non-discriminatory clausula on family status, but none for sexual orientation 
No Positive No No mention of homosexualism, but also none of heterosexualism specifically 
No Negative No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
No Negative No No non-discriminatory section, renters associations free to discriminate 
No Negative No No non-discriminatory section, but non for other groups as well 
Yes Positive Yes Same-sex couples explicitly mentioned 
No Positive Yes "Spouse" is non-heterosexually defined 
No Positive Yes "Marriage" is non-heterosexually defined 
No Positive Yes "Spouse" is non-heterosexually defined 
No Positive Yes "Marriage" is non-heterosexually defined 
No Positive Yes Housing/shelter for adolescents, social care, counselling 
No Positive Yes "Parent" is non-heterosexually defined 
No Positive Yes Wage earner can be 'any person who...' 
No Positive Yes Same-sex couples explicitly mentioned 
No Positive No No non-discriminatory section, only for sexual harassment 
No Positive Yes "Spouse" is non-heterosexually defined 
No Positive Yes "Spouse" is non-heterosexually defined in regard to kinship 
Yes Negative No "Spouse" is heterosexually defined 
Yes Negative No "Spouse" is heterosexually defind 
Yes Positive Yes 
Different policy for married couples and registered partners, advantage for registered 
partners 
No Positive Yes Same policy for married couples and registered partners 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
Yes Negative No Different policy for married couples and registered partners 
Yes Negative No Different policy for married couples and registered partners 
No Positive No Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
Yes Negative No 
Different policy for married couples and registered partners (to do with separation of 
goods) 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
Unclear Unclear Unclear Both discrimination and non-discrimination against registered partners in same article 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
No Positive Yes Same policy for registered partners as for married couples 
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Appendix II: ILGA Rainbow Rating 2018, full country rating 
 
 
 
Source: https://rainbow-europe.org/country-ranking 
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Appendix III: ILGA Rainbow Rating 2018, countries rated on family rights score (high to low) 
Note: colours are based on full rating (all categories) and not on family rights score 
  
Source: https://rainbow-europe.org/country-ranking 
 
 
The State of Welfare for LGB Citizens          Sammie Koning 
29 
 
 
Appendix IV: ILGA Rainbow Rating 2018, complete data set 
 
Symbols: 
x – national / federal application 
o – applicable in some regions only  
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Appendix IV: ILGA Rainbow Rating 2018, complete data set (continued) 
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Appendix IV: ILGA Rainbow Rating 2018, complete data set (continued) 
  
Finland x x x x x x x   x x x x x x x x   x x   x x x 
France   x x x x x x   x x x x x x       x   x x x x 
FYR Macedonia     x x x                                 x   
Georgia   x x x x x     x x x x x                     
Germany o x x x x x o o x x x x x o   x   x x   x x x 
Greece   x       x     x       x     x     x   x x   
Hungary   x x x x x     x x x x x           x   x     
Iceland     x x           x               x       x x 
Ireland   x x x x x                       x x   x x x 
Italy   x                                 x         
Kosovo* x x x x x x x   x x x x x x   x           x   
Latvia   x       x                                   
Liechtenstein                                     x     x   
Lithuania   x x x x x                                   
Luxembourg   x x x x x     x       x         x x     x x 
Malta x x   x x x x x x   x   x x x x x x x x x x x 
Moldova   x       x                                   
Monaco                                           x   
Montenegro   x x x x x x   x x x x x x x                 
Netherlands   x x x   x x             x       x x   x x x 
Norway   x x x x x x   x x x x x x x x x x     x x x 
Poland   x       x                                   
Portugal x x   x   x x   x   x   x x       x x   x x x 
Romania   x x x x x                                   
Russia                                           x   
San Marino                                           x   
Serbia   x x x   x x   x x x   x x                   
Slovakia   x x x x x     x x x x x                     
Slovenia x x x x x x     x x x x x   x       x x x x   
Spain   x o x x   o   o o x x   o o o   x o o o x x 
Sweden x x x x x x     x x x x x   x     x     x x x 
Switzerland x x   x x       x                   x   x x   
Turkey                                               
Ukraine   x         x   x         x                   
United Kingdom x x x x x x x x x x x x x x       o x   x x x 
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Appendix IV: ILGA Rainbow Rating 2018, complete data set (continued) 
 
 
Source: ILGA Europe (2018). Published online: https://rainbow-europe.org/ 
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